RESPONSE 

Applicant and their undersigned attorney have carefully studied the 
Office Action of March 8, 2007, Applicant believes the application, as 
currently amended, is allowable and respectfully requests the reconsideration 
and allowance of the pending claims. 

In the March 8, 2007 Office Action, claims 5 and 7 are identified as being 
allowable if rewritten into independent form. As such, Applicant has amended 
claim 1 to include the language of claim 7 and any intervening claims. New 
claim 18 incorporates the language of claim 5, including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and intervening claims from which claim 5 depended. Claims 9 
and 10 are canceled without prejudice solely to expedite the examination of the 
subject application. 

Independent claim 17 is rejected as being obvious in light of Wallace 
(U.S. Patent No, 5,944,858) . Claim 17 specifies new technologies that result in 
trade offs in overall engine operation performance. For instance, as an 
example, use of exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) systems result in increased 
soot in engine oils, A focus of claim 17 is that the manganese-containing 
additive improves the quality of the soot particles with respect to their effect on 
diesel engine lubricating oils. Therefore, claim 17 is directed to a method 
whereby the soot resulting from an engine with these new technologies is less 
harmful to the function of the lubricating oils in the diesel engine system* 
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Applicant concedes that Wallace discloses an additive for the purpose of 
forming less soot, smoke, and other noxious emissions. However, as explained 
earlier, the present invention does not address whether or not more or less soot 
is produced. Instead, the application deals with the treatment of those soot 
particles and how the particles affect a diesel fuel combustion system 
operation. The Office Action maintains that the lack of a disclosure of soot 
loading in Wallace is negated given that the manganese compound in Wallace 
is used in the same environment as that of Applicant, Specifically with respect 
to claim 17, the Examiner cites the example in Wallace of the use of that fuel in 
a turbocharged diesel system. 

Applicant does not believe that the turbocharger cited in Wallace 
suggests or predicts the use of a variable scroll or variable geometry 
turbocharger as previously claimed. Nevertheless, Applicant has amended 
claim 17 to focus on other technologies that are nowhere taught in the Wallace 
reference. The Office Action does not establish a reason to modify Wallace to 
teach or suggest the amended claim 17 or establish why it would have been 
obvious to make the modification to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made. 

As such, Applicant believes that currently amended claims are in 
condition for allowance for one or more of the foregoing reasons. Favorable 
action requested hereon. 
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No new fees are thought to be due at this time. Nevertheless, the 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any deficiencies in fees or credit 
any overpayment associated with this communication to Deposit Account No. 
05-2127. 



Date: 



John H. Thomas, P.C. 
536 Granite Ave. 
Richmond VA, 23226 
(804) 344-8130 



Respectfully submitted, 




Reg. No. 52,502 
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